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Docket you wish to comment on: SW-01428A-09-0103 and W-01427A-09-0104
Docket Number: SW-01428A-09-0103 and W-01427A-09-0104
Case or Utility Name: Litchfield Park Service Company
Position on Docket: Con

Hello!

This rate increase, as requested by the Litchfield Park Service Company, is extremely excessive. LEPSCO is
requesting an increase ranging from 81 - 123%. At a time when many people are struggling to stay in their
homes, this type of increase is not warranted. Additionally, since we have no other options for the service
provider by LEPSCO, we don't have another service provider who can offer alternative rates.

I believe that LEPSCO has not justified the need for such an increase, and with the declining economy and
decreased population growth, any changes to the current fee schedule should not occur.
*End of Complaint*

Utilities' Response:
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LPSCO wants to increase both water and sewer rates within our service area substantially. They are seeking a
120% increase in water rates and an 81% increase in sewer rates. Although I agree that LPSCO should be
compensated "some" for the improvements they have had to make to their equipment and service plants, I don't
believe that the size of the increase they're proposing is necessary. Since there has been no measurable growth
in Litchfield Park or Goodyear over the past couple of years (nor will there be any large growth increases in the
foreseeable future), the improvements that LPSCO has made should last for many years to come. Meaning that
they shouldn't have to make any more sizeable improvements to their equipment or operating facilities. This
should be factored into any increase this company is given. I know of several families in the area that have had
to take a pay cut or have lost their income recently. At a time when all costs are going up and income is
decreasing it's hard to believe that any one company would even think to ask for an increase as large as they
are asking for. They should be given a smaller rate increase to allow them to recoup the money they have
invested in their water and sewer service over a longer period of time.
*End of Complaint*

Utilities' Response:
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